
1»iddera if aoo... to the .yllt_ tailed? Bow elaborate 1IUIIt 'the

.ecurity be to in.ure that others cannot taapar with one'. bid?

Bow aucb would such a .y.t.aa coat? Who would pay for the .y.t_?

Wbat di.advant.age would be creatad for the -duiCJlla'te4 entiti..­

by virtue of a sy.t_ which poe88 ••iCJl\iticant price tag just

for access to the biddinq? Reluctantly, therefore, SBC oppoe..

the proposal of ltTIA to crute it nationwide electronic biddinCJ

system.·'

D. Mini.. li41 And Jlpfront pgeenU.

SSC pointed out in ita InItial co_nta that ainiJIua

bids are not necessary if the cc.ai••ion adopts it. propo.al of

an upfront payaant deposit, which vill bave the effect of a

.inilNll bid. Thi. al.o obViate. the neoe••ity for the Co_i••ion

to determine what an appropriate aina.. bid .hould be by placing

SOWle external value on the aarket. See Alliance "or Fairness And

Viable OpportarUty at p. 9. Givan that mUltiple applications for

the lic~nse are tiled, the cOII1lission can be a••urad that the

value of the licBlUJe i. greater than the upfront payaent.

Additionally, deallninq to create a aint.ua bid eliminatea the

l'What would happen to the eleat:rOftic blCSdim) .y.tea once the
PCB lieenae. are auctioned? lurely the D'.bE of auction. will
be siCJDiticantly 1••• atter the initiallicana.. are 9%"&nted.
WIli1e the cc.ai..1oh ctoa. contellplata additional auctions tor
other types of services, such a. oallular fill-1n llcena_ and
... licen..., th... applicationa will neither be as cOllPlex nor
vill th.y generate .a larv_ a nu.bu" of licen... a. PCS.
Accordingly, intar_t in t:bea individually can be expected to be
81pifioant.ly 1__ than for the PeS auctions. The wisdom of
inv••ting sw.tantial SWIll into suGh an elaborate ayst.. for what
i. likeiy to be e ona-tbae occurrence a_a doubtful.
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legal uncertainty to vb.e~ar that .-ount is an appropriab

beginning point.

A D".btt of parties, however, propose various conearna

with the upfront payMDt. For eXUlPle, BellSouth disliked ~e

use of a cashier's check for the upfront paYllant. Palmer

eo-unications urCJe4 the C0llld8.ion to allow coapanies to pruent

but. not d.eposit the uptront. papeDt. SBC sUbaiUi that iUi

proposa~ of requirihCJ deposit of Treasury not.. as a sati8fac1:ion

of the upfront payJlent requir..ent Bolves both probl81U. As sse

4isCWlsed in its Initial Co_nts, u.. of Trea.ury notes allows

~. co.pani.s to retain all the benefits of their initial

inv••bent in the event that their bids are unsucces.ful (whiCh

.-ata BellSouth'. and Palmer's objections) but it bas the added

advantage of avoidincJ the kind of abw5e that could occur by a

plan which requir.. presentation but not deposit of the IIOnay in

advance. Saa SBC at p. 38. It also aliJIinatea complex

accounting requir~tc, as the coai.sion would simply returns

the Treasury not.. to the WUlucceuful bidders.

Up-front payaents eQuld be forfeited if the highest

bidder'. application i. later r.jected. Without this

diaincent.ive, speculation would be raJlPUlt. Consequently, SBC

disagr_a with the Assoaiation ot Independent oesiqnated Entitie8

at page 7 that this propoaal ia draconian and oppose. ita

8U99••tion that the deposit be returned is the winner is

rejected.
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B. PrsxwSurM por Auction.

Like .any in!tiel ca.aentors, sac supported the

ccaai.eion's propollal that only ebort tara applications be

required and reviewed prior to the bidding proaaas. S.., e.g.,

PaeTe! at paqe 5. SBC also supports C'nA'. proposal that 'the

lollCJ form application process be waived altOCJether:. SBC 40es not

object to a waiver of the letter perfect standard for the short

tOJ2 applicat.ion, as CTIA urge.. It s_ unnecaasarily l1aiting

to apply the lettar pertect standard to such an important license

procedure.

F. aecoM Ioynd Of Bidding.

If coabinatorial biddinq of any kind is allowed, and it

it is t.o be done tbro\lCJh the use of s..led bidS, SBC stroJ19ly

urges the C01Il1Iission to allow a recour.. round. contrary to the

suwestion of MCI, it. is tundaaentally unfair to deprive the

bidders for individual licenaes trOll bavlnq the ...e aaount of

information which the otterore of ••aled, combined bids would

have. MCI is unabashed in ita support tor this inequity in

inforaation flow, but the ••1f-s.rving nature of the Buggestion

is .0 eqreqioua as t.o aiserecUt it. see Hex at p. 12. MCI

provid.•• no support for this suggestion and it shOUld be

abandoned.

III. MI8t"IJ·x,a.JIIOtlS lllUJiS.

A. l1igibili1;y To Bid on Pel LiM_.
SBe objects stronqly t.o the ca.is.ion entertaining any

ot the proposed ravisions to ita PeS eligibility rul.s in this

- 23 -
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procaedinq. While eligibility to partioipate in auction. i.

'tecbnically within tbe purview ot the ca.ai.sion in this

prooeedinq, it would be wholly inappropriate to use this docket

to revisit decisions very recently ..de, particularly with regard

to PCS. It co..-ntors 11k. MCI bave objeationa to those

eligibiiity rul_, they should file (as Sprint intends to do) a

Petition for Recon.ideration in the doaket in which the

r ••trict.ion. were announaed .17

1.. TIM FCC Has Already Decided That Cellular Carrier.
Art l1igibl. To Proyide res.

With rac)&rd to MCI'. position concerninC) the

eligibility of cellular carriers to partioipat.e in PCS, the FCC

clearly and unequivocally rejected XCI's view in its second

Report and Order in the PCS docket. s•• 5 III, D, paras. 97-106.

In any event., Mel i ••iJlply wronq when it sUCJCJuts that so-called

"dominant" cellular carriers should not be allowed to participate

in the ~evelop.ent of PCS. Mel'. definit.ion of dominance in the

cellular urket, even aS8U1linq that such a tera ha. meaninCir, has

"aBC agr... vlt:1l Sprint tbat tJaa cc.aieaion's cellUlar
eligibility rul_ ~ 1IDfteoe.aarily narrow. Kweover, the
cc.ai••ion bu overloolled utabli-.binv a PCB eligibility
requir-.tt tor bolder. of I8IIR licentlM. If the Comai••!on
cba.nqe. eligibility rules for PCB 1n tbJ.. docket, it should
clari'fy that the _ eligibility rutriotion. apply to B8IIR
providers a. to cellUlar provider.. IUab a conclusion is
inevitable 9iven the FCC'. propoHd tZ'eatlMmt. of BSHR as a
cc.aercialaobile radio service in GIl' Dooke1: lto. 93-252. In any
event, however, 'the appropriate proceclural vehicle for aaking
suell a~nts abould be used, i ••• , a ple.din9 in the docket. in
Which the decision va. _ade.
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never been adopted bY any court or by 1:be cc.ai••ion in any

.e1:t.inCJ. II

·l

2. Mel'a Pr~e4 bel_ion Of So-Called "DolIlinant"
cellular carriers Is cont.ruy '1'0 Public Policy ADd
Ie Hot ...ed On Any Paat8 or Allegations ot Abu.e
Of Mtrkat; Paver·

Were the Pee to adopt a doail'lallt/nondominant 4iobot.oay

~or cellular providera (Which SBC oppo...), it i. not likely to

adopt such a di.tinotion based on the ,,_t ax· approac:b of MCI.

SBC haa expressed significant 4isaq.reeaent with the legality and

wisdOJl of the dmainant/nondOllinant approach to requlatinq

landline provider.. Even the worst ot INch decisions, bowever,

purported to rely upon an analysis of 801M kind of .arket power

and not. market 8bare alone. Of cour••, urket power suply

oannot be predicated on ..re Jl8rket ebare, particularly a market

.hare as SJlall as lOt. contrary to Mel'. notion, moreover,

national branding does not indicat. aark.t power. MCI d08S not

l"rhe coaais.ion baa announced (enoneoualy) 'that All
cellUlar carriers are "doIiinant" f« purpoau of its arbitrary
"cloainant/nondOJlinant" regulatory~. see In the Matter or
'PariLL 1'ili.ng Requ.uw.enu LOZ' NODdoatnant c~ carrier., cc
Docket No. 93-36, rel_aad February 19, 1993, p. 4, n.12. This
emmelationwas.net. baaed upon any ..id_tiU)' record, a point
tbat SBC has made to the co.-i..lon r ....tedly. see Coaaent.a ot

, SBC in Reapen.e to .PM i ••u" in CC Dooket No. 93-36 5 III,
pp. 12, 13; and c~nt8 of S8IfS filed in r ..pon.e to a Petition
For RUleaakinq filed by the CTIA ~ duipated by the FCC a.
lUI 8179. The Ccmal••ion's procedUr.. tor applying dominant
.carrier regulation r-.uire that the eo-l..1on :aalce an
affirllative determination that: a carrier 1. dcainant, or else the
nondoilinant regulation appli... In the case of cellular
providers, t:he·Ca.dssion has turned the procedure upside down.
Re9ardl... of the ..-it of ~ch an eftUDCiat:lon, bowever, the
at-entin.tion appears t:o apply to All cellUlar carriers ancI not
-.rely to a handful of .ucce••ful one., a. HCI i. urCJing herein.
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explain bow participation bY lllultipl. and viCJorOWIly coapetl1:iva

coapani.. to creat. a national brand for a lMrVice with

na'tionw1.de characteristics can conatitut. an axerci.. of lIIlX'Jtet

power. Ge09X'aphically in't.,ra-eec! licaNl.. do not _tabliah

.arJtat power either. Rather, they are a tril:n:lte to the suco...

ot such carriers in creatinq a service territory which ...ta the

needS of their cwatoaer8.

Finally, it is bOth contrary to tact and siJlply

lucUcrous to a.BUIIe (_ does HCX) that one cellular oarrier would

favor another cellular carrier in a cc.petitive b144iDC) prooaaa

just because each of tha ara aUlber. of a national branding

••aociation. To date, partioipating carriera bave not been able

to aqt"ee on the appropriat.e tecllnical standard for 41qital

cellular tra~i.aion (i.e., TOIIA v. cmIA). Their cooperation in

It lIOre _ot.ric preferential bidding practice 8eems unlikely at.

beat.

HCI argues that excluding 80118 cellular carriers froll

PeS bidding ia analogous to the Ca.aiaa!on'. ellqlbll1ty rule.

for the award of cellUlar liC8IUI... IICI at p. 5. The

coapari8on, however, ia totally flaWed. In the celllllar dual

licensing approach, the COIIIliaaion excluded local exchange

carriers frOID cellular lioenHS in Band A because only the LBCs

bad an opportunity to obtain a license in Band B. Reither local

exchange companies nor cellular cQllPanies bave a si.ailar aet

aside tor Pcs.

- 26 -
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3 • bolaion Of Cellular can:iers PrOil PCS Would Not
Ie XD Th9 2uhlig 1ntfn't.

Finally and lIOat lJaPC)rtantly, acludinq cellular

carriers fro. participation 1n the PCB 1IU'ket 1s siJaply poor

public policy, as the C~ls.ion conclud_ in ita Second Report

lI11d order in the PCS dock.t:. Cellular carriers are th. lIOst

experienced in the nation in the provision of wir.le•• servicu.

They po.ses. slCJDifiaant. understanding of cuatoaer needs for

_obila services and. have _de a sub8tant:ial investment to

increa.. the wide.pread geographic availability of wirele••

service.. ExcludiJ\9 sucb experienced provider. frOID a new

wirel... service cannot. possibly achieve conqr..., objectives of

diversity, swift depl~t., and innovat:ion in PCB development.

HCI'. assumption that: experienced wirel... provider. si~ly are

devoid of ideas (I.n.1ttal COJIUISZJt. ot Itcr, Attaalaent:, S II S,

"Bligibility Rule.," pp. 8-13) iqnore. the significant

innovat.ions fostered by the.e carrier. in the cellular aarket.

Mel's notion t:hat the largest. cellular providers should

be barred trom PCS service due to t:he1r perceiVed market. power i.

wildly inconsistent vit:h Mel'. notion that nationwide PCS

licenses shOUld be 91'ant.ed. 1. An analQ90ua and equally

19In any event, the coai..ion should not: grant: Mel's
proposal that. COIIbinatorial bidc:!ing be allowed on MAs to
anregate tb_ into anat:ionvicle 11cenH. .aqain, the eelf­
serving nature of NeZ's proposal 1s oAwious: it siaply vants six
chances for the coIWortiua it: boldly aMOWlaad t:o be able t.o
purchase a nat:ionvide license. As noted previously I the arqwaent:
that: PCS licens.s should benat.ional in scope is a collateral
a1:tack on the c..-i••ion'. second Report ancf O.rcfer in the PCS
docket and therefore inappropriately placed in this proceedinq.
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cSi8turbinq pt'OIJ08I'l to l1a1t eligibility .a. _de by cellular

service, Inc.20 cellular 8e"i08, Inc. propo_. that; • .o-called.

"doainant" cellular carrier (Vhloh it defines •• one .erviJl9 a

aere 5' of the nation'. POPS) lIhoulci be blocked from biddinq on

both the A bloaJt and tile B block ot all Ift'Aa which enC0JaP&8. any

at the cellular carr1era MSAs and 1lSb. Cellular service, Inc.'.

proposal suffer. froa all the .... tlawtJ a. the MCI propo.al to

1iait cellular eligibility. certainly it cannot be a.serted

tba~ 5' abare of the national market create. the probability of

urket power, bUt the proposecl rule would nonethel... disqualify

a significant nUllber of providers. sa. Appenclix II, sprint

Initial COJlUNn'ts. Fund_nully, C.llular Servic., Inc. seeks t;o

llllit unnaturally the developaent of PCB by forbidding the

participation ot cellUlar carrier., a notion which i. cmapletely

contrary to the well-rea.oned deci.ion of the co..is.ion in the

PCS Order.

B.' Iliqib~lity to 114 on 'D Lieen'•.
Once again, sac a ••arts that ellqlbl1ity to participate

in specific liC8lUJe••bould be considered in proceeding_

dad.icated. to eligibility, not in the QOIIPetitive bidding

analyai.. Nonetbel..., Geotu propose. that the Co_iaaion

initially restrict eligibility to bid on 900 MHz SMR licena.a to

current SHR licensees. GeoteJt arqu.. (see pave 1) that .uab a

-:Like the IleI prapo.al, beaauae it i8 an attack on cellular
eligibility rul_ adopt.ed by the cc.al••ion in the PCS
proceeding, it ahould be 41..1••ed aa a collateral attaalt on the
COJDll.s1on's Order.
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liaitation would allow the creation of a vide area SMR license.

SBC doe. not op~e aggregation of wide area SlOt licenses (thOWJh

SBC contends that the BudVet 1leCOnciliation Act requires such

carriers to be treated like cellUlar carriers). See sse's

COBtIIent. in PR Docket Ro. 93-144. Suob a9flrllfJation can be

encouraqed .ven if the8e licens.s are INbject to auction,

provided that eligibility ia unfettered. fte comai••ion should

never allow ita encourag..ent of infant coapetition to aidetrack

it. legislative re.ponsibility to praaote innovative and

efficient use of the spectrum. The Ilarket abould govern Who

Ultimately beco••• the provider of th••e .ervice. and therefore,

consideration of restrictions on eligibility are inappropriate in

the coapetit1ve b1ddinv analy.is. In any event, restrictions on

eligibility can only .tyaie the rapid develop.ent ot .uch

licen.e. by eliainating well-financed and experienced potential

provider•.

c. Transfer PBnAlti...

The Co_i••ion's NPRH conaider. various alternative.

tor reatrictions on tran.fer. of license. ;ranted to designated

entities. In ita Initial C~t., DC oppotIed the iapoaition of

,any penalties on tranafer of licen- Once they are CJt'anta4.

Many c~ting partie. oppose any rutriction. on transfer of

license., even tho.e granted to de.ignated entities. see, e.g.,

2'1.118 Warner at pp.....5, APe at p. 8, and Nextel at pp. 12-13.

The ~.ib1lity for abu•• due to the ••ttinv aside of spectrum
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tor d_ignatect" .ntiti.. Is an inberen~ lbUta'tion of .et-asid••

which s:blply cannot be cntted by traft8far r ••1:riotions.

Also, r ••uictiftCJ 1:ha transter of such licens_ 'to

other designatad entiti•• needle••ly lillita the economic

viabili~y of 'the apeet:rua. For exuple, the sU99.at.ion by Bell

Atlantic and AT'T ~a't license. granted t.o deaignated ent.it1_

should be transferred only to another deaignated entity .erely

insures· that the apectrua will not be put to i ttl hiqbest econOllic

U_. A si_lIar re.ponaa can be ..de to sprint'. proposal that

licenae traufers to nond..iqna1:ed entit.ie. be rest.ricted for six

year•• 21 Tbere 1s no economic or regulatory precedent to .upport

the proposal propoaed by both sprint and AT'T that protits which

otherwise would be realized by the d••iCJDated ent.ity pursuant to

it tran.fer should 90 to the FCC.

SDC does .upport 8ellSouth'B equitable propoaal that if

a d••ignated entity uses an install..nt plan t.o pay tor it.

license; thoa. paYJIenu should be accelerated upon 'transfer ot

the license t.o an entity Which does not qualify tor dasiqnat.ed

ent.ity u.ablent.. This proposal will not diminish the economic

value of the sat-••i4a spectruJl, but it will equalize ita

tr.ablent a. co.pared to other licen•••.

D. Pes Lictml8 BlnlWl,l gpegtjtty;y ,

sse object. to the notion that the ranewal expectancy

for PCB licenses should acmehow be "hi9ber" than that for

21.u.O ••• ~iaaD W1rfJ1... CO'PQDICF41t.10~, COrp. (thr..
year rea't.ric1:ion) at p. 34 and Corporate ~cl1DOlogy Partners
(four year restriction) at p. 7.
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cellul.r serviou. To be fJranted a r....l expectancy tor.

cellular licen••, the cellular carrier IIWIt 84t1.£y strict

criteria establiShed by th. ca.aission.s st.ilar criteria tor

pes licen... would be both fair and r_lIOnabl.. HeI' s ar9UJIMt

that auctioned apectr1Dl is sOll8b.ov aor. precious because one has

paid a price ror it i9Jloru tbe reality of cellular ..rvice.

Moat cellular coapaniea bave expanded the mmber of aarkets

served through acquiaitiona, aubject to Cc.aiaaion approval.

Again, Mel abows ita s.lf interest by always favoring the

solution which will ban.fit its busin... plan.

Befora any final decision is annoUDOeCl in this case,

the Co_ia.ion .hould consider the interdependence of it.

deciaions on individual i ••ues. Jlany of SBC'. Initial co-.nts

.nd the cOIDDent. in this reply att-.pted to .ddr_. this issue of

interdependency. :In the final analysis, however, no one can know

how 'th.' system will work until every datail baa been decided.

The very future of personal cOBaUnications reata larqely upon the

22se. "8IIOrudwl Op.1A10D ud Order Oft .Racou.tderat1on in CC
Doaltet 90-358, r.l....s April 9, 1913, IA the lfatter o~ ~"-nt
or Part 22 or the c~1••.ton'. Rul.....l.t.tng to Licens. .Re...1_
:I.n the Domestic Publio Cellular RAd1o'2'eleeo.-nm1c.tion. SflrV1ce.
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deciaion. renctere4 in thi. docket. aBC urges tile COIaal.8ion to

COD8ider focus on the Budget Act'. 90A1. of ancouraCJiJl9 diveraity

aDd rapid c:leploywaant of aervicaa, as well .s the COIIpany's

In!1:1al and Reply e~u, when aaJtinq theae decisions.

Respectfully eubldtt:ed,

SOtl".l'llWDTBRN BELL CORPORATION

f.:A. ~le F4a/
.aula J. Fulka
115 B. Houston
Roam 1218
8an Antonio, TX 78205
(210) 351-3424

ATTOltDY8 roR
SOtlTllWll'rDlf BELL CORPORATION

Noveaber 30, 1993
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Dayton, OH 45479

Penny Rubin
New York State Department of
Public Service

Three Empire state Plaza
Albany, NY 12223



J •••• G. Ennis
Fletcher, Heald' Hildreth
1225 Connecticut Ave., NW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036
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Washington, DC 20036

Joseph P. Markoski
Squire, Sanders , Dempsey
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Albert Halprin
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901 15th Street, NW
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Roland Williams
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Dennis L. Hill
Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative
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David C. Jatlow
Young & Jatlow
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Industry
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Washington, DC 20005

Scott J. Loftesne.s
Fidelity Investments
82 Devonshire street
Boston, MA 02019

Lawrence R. Krevor
Jones, Day, Reaves & Pogue
1450 G street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

William L. Fishman
Sullivan , Worc••ter
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Andrew D. Lipman
Swidler & Berlin
3000 X 'street, NW
washington, DC 20007

Gail L. polivy
GTE Service corporation
1850 M Street, N.W., ste. 1200
Washington, DC 20036



Li.a M. Zaina
OPASTCO
21 Dupont cir., N.W., Ste. 700
Washington, DC 20036

Nancy J. Thoapaon
Reed, saith Shaw & McClay
1200 18th street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

G. Todd Hardy
PCN Aaerica, Inc.
153 East 53rd Street
New York, NY 10022

PCN A.sociates
1344 Madonna Road
Suite 207
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405

Patrick S. Berdqe
California Public utilities
co_is.ion

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Peter Tannenwald
Arent, Fox, Kintner, Plotkin & Kahn
1050 connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036-5539

Paul R. Zielinski
Rocheater Telephone Corp.
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646-0700

John W. Hunter
McNair Law Firm, P.A.
1155 Fifteenth Street, NW
Washinqton, DC 20005

James R. Haynes
Uniden America Corporation
4700 Amon Carter Blvd.
Fort Worth, TX 76155

David A. LaFuria
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1819 H street, NW
Seventh Floor
Washinqton, DC 20006



Howard C. Davenport
Public Service Co..is.ion of
the Di.trict of Columbia

450 Fifth street, NW
Washington, DC 20001

Hollis G. Duensing
A••ociation of Aaerican
Railroads

50 F street, NW
washington, DC 20001

Lawrence w. Katz
The Bell Atlantic Companies
1710 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Michael S. Slo.in
Bell Communications Research, Inc.
29Q W. Mt. Pleasant Avenue
LivincJston, NJ 07039

Paul R. Rodriquez
Leventhal, Senter & Lerman
2000 K Street, NW
Suite 600
Washington, DC 20006-1809

John w. Hunter
McNair Law Firm, P.A.
1155 Fifteenth street, NW
suite 400
Washington, DC 20005

Thoaas J. Casey
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher

and Flom
1440 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Mr. Phillip L. Spector
Ms. Susan E. Ryan
Paul, weiss, Rifkind, Wharton

, Grassion
PagaNart, Inc.
1615 L st., N.W., Ste. 1300
Washington, DC 20036

Robert W. Maher
Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association

1123 21st Street, NW
suite 300
Washington, DC 20036

J ...s E. Taylor
Frost & Jacobs
2500 Central Trust Center
201 East Fifth Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202



•

Lynn Diebold
California Public Safety Radio
Association, Inc.

4016 Roeewood Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90004

Kenneth J. Brown
capital cities/ABC, Inc.
77 West 66th street
New York. NY 10023

F.G. Harrison
Cellnet
Hanover House
49-60 Borough Road
London SEl lOS
England

William B. Barfield
R. Frost Branon, Jr.
Bellsou~h Corporation
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
suite 1800
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

Richard McKenna
GTE Service Corporation
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015

Matt Edwards
Advanced Cordless Technologies
Box 2576
Montauk, NY 11954

Linda T. Muir
Contel corporation
245 Peri.eter Center Pkwy.
Atlanta, GA 30346

Ted V. Lennick
Cooperative Power
14615 Lone Creek Road
Eden Prairie, MN 55344-2287

R. Michael Senkowski
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Dr. Michael Trahos
4600 King street
suite 4E
Alexandria, VA 22302



Pete Wanzenried
state of Califormia
Teleca.aunications Division

601 Sequoia Pacific Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95814-0282

Paul Traft
Taft Broadcasting coapany
4808 San Felipe Road
Houston, TX 77056

b. D. Balthrope
Texas Wired Music, Inc.
P.O. BOX 8278
San Antonio, TX 78208

Thomas X. Crowe
Hopkins , Sutter
888 Sixteenth Street, NW
WaShington, DC 20006

Alan Y. Haftalin
Koteen , Haftalin
1150 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Randall S. Coleman
U S West, Inc.
1020 19th street, NW
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

X.A. Wood
Ult Association of the EEA
Leicester House
8 Leicester Street
London WC2H 7BN, UK

Mohamed Lyzzaik
United Power
P.O. BOX 929
Brighton, co 80601

Gene H. Kuhn
Union Pacific Railroad Co.
Missouri Pacific Railroad Co.
1416 Dodge st.
OIlaha, NE 68179

William J. Cole
Telecommunications Industry
Association

2001 pennsylvania Ave., NW
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006-1813



Eric J. SchiJl1ll8l
Teleco..unications Industry
Association

2001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006-1813

Marci E. Gr.enstein
Lukas, McGowan, Nace , Gutierrez
1819 H street, NW
7th Floor
Washington, DC 20006

Bruce D. Jacobs
Fisher, Wayland, Cooper' Leader
1255 23rd street, NW
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20037

Glenn s. Richards
Gruaan, Kurtis, Blask ,

Freeelman, Chartered
1400 Sixteenth street, NW
suite 500
Washington, DC 20036

Jonathan D. Blake
Covington , Burling
P.O. BOX 7566
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue , NW
Washington, DC 20044

Christopher D. Imlay
Booth, Freret , Imlay
1920 N street, NW
suite 150
Washington, DC 20036

Ru•••ll H. Fox
Aaarican SMR Network Association
1835 K street, NW
suite 203
Washington, DC 20006

Francine J. Berry
Aaerican Telephone , Telegraph Co.
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

JoAnne G. Bloom
A1Deritech
30 South Wacker Drive
Suite 3900
Chicago, IL 60606

Jaaes F. Lovette
Apple Computer, Inc.
20525 Mariani Avenue, MS46A
cupertino, CA 95014



-

UTAH
Wiely, Rein' Fielding
Nicolle Lipper
1776 K street, N.W., 11th Fl.
Washington, DC 20006

Margaret deB. Brown
Pacific Telesis Group
130 Kearny street
Room 3659
San Francisco, CA 94108

RObert M. Jackson
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson'

Dickens
2120 L street, NW, suite 300
Washington, DC 20037

Paul J. Sinderbrand
Reck, Mahin , Cate
1201 New Yourk Avenue, NW
Penthouse
Washington, DC 20005-3919

Richard RUbin
A••ociated PCN Company
Fleischman' Walsh, P.C.
1400 sixteenth st., N.W., Ste 600
Washington, DC 20036

Stanley J. Moore
pacific Telesis Group
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
4th Floor
Washington, DC 20004

James E. McNulty
Rose communications
2390 Walsh Ave.
Santa Clara, CA 95051


